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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Education is required to serve the particular values of the 
society in which it is placed. What may be found suitable in one 
context may not necessarily be found appropriate in another.
What is found adequate for today may be thought of little use 
tomorrow. This is as true of language education as it is of any 
other area in the school curriculum (Clark, 1987: Preface, xi).
It is believed that no standard curriculum will do for all or even for most 
schools and that any evolutionary curriculum must be shaped around the qualities of 
the participants (Tchudi and Michael, 1989). Winch (1996) also says that there will 
be no ideal curriculum since different interest groups are concerned with the content 
of the curriculum. Tchudi and Michael (1989) argue that in many primary, 
secondary, and high schools, as well as universities, the curriculum is static. Thus, 
they believe that “curriculum” has become a noun - a document which lists courses, 
aims and requirements, rather than describing what should be done in the school. 
According to Tchudi and Michael (1989) when this type of document is rewritten, 
curriculum is believed to have been changed.
On the other hand, when we consider curriculum as a verb - something 
dynamic and changing, we can see that it is made up of a set of flexible relationships 
and activities that evolve from teachers, students and a set of resources- classrooms, 
desks, pens and notebooks. When these function well together, they produce a 
community in which the curriculum is a process -something happening- rather than a 
product or an object, and its dimensions change as the needs and the interests of the 
students and the teachers change (Tchudi and Michael, 1989).
Yalden (1996) compares a curriculum to a blueprint, a plan which is changed 
into a reality of classroom interaction by the teacher. She also argues that if a 
curriculum turns out to be imperfect in any way, it can be changed with somewhat 
more ease, provided that teachers take into account alterations in the classroom 
situation and respond to them, but still work within the framework provided by the 
curriculum designers.
While describing the curriculum in the Department of English Language 
Teaching (ELT) at Mustafa Kemal University, the researcher used the following 
classification as an underlying framework:
a) Classical humanism,
b) Reconstructionism, and
c) Progressivism.
The motivation for using these three different curriculum approaches came 
from two different reasons:
First, the above-mentioned curricula have different orientation, emphases and 
concerns. In other words, a curriculum based on classical humanism is a knowledge- 
oriented, content-driven curriculum and it is concerned with promoting intellectual 
capacities and cultural values whereas a curriculum based on reconstructionism is a 
society-oriented, objectives-driven curriculum which is concerned with the 
promotion of agreed social goals. A curriculum based on progressivism is concerned 
with the development of individuals and with the value of diversity, and it 
emphasizes methodology (Clark, 1987).
Second, these curricula are the representatives of the two ends of a 
continuum. Whereas the first two curricula are similar to product-based curricula.
the last one represents process-based curricula. Hence, these curricula very much 
represent the shifts in language teaching methodologies, that is, the shifts from the 
analysis to the use of the language.
Background of the Study
Mustafa Kemal University is a small, newly-established university in 
Antakya, Hatay. In fact, before Mustafa Kemal University was founded in 1992, the 
faculties located in Antakya, İskenderun, Yayladagi, Dortyol and Arsuz belonged to 
Çukurova University in Adana.
The Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University, like the other English 
Language Teaching Departments in other universities, has a four-year program. 
Contrary to most of the departments mentioned above, however, there is no 
Department of Basic English at Mustafa Kemal University. Hence the lecturers in the 
Department of ELT also teach preparatory classes.
The curricula used in most departments at Mustafa Kemal University were 
adopted from Çukurova University when it was founded in 1992. This is also true for 
the curriculum used in the Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University, a 
common situation in Turkey since newly-established universities have little time to 
develop their own curricula. The problem with this is that the specific curricular 
needs of individual schools and/or universities may not be met.
Thus, given the anecdotal experience and the frustrations of the students and 
the teachers in the Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University, the current 
curriculum needs to be reconsidered in terms of curriculum design and curriculum 
needs.
Statement of the Problem
The current curriculum in the Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal 
University does not seem to satisfy the needs of both the learners and the teachers. 
The most important problems faced in the implementation of the present curriculum 
are a lack of written statements of objectives, over emphasis on grammar courses 
which are given for three years in an education period of five years, and a lack of 
emphasis on practical everyday communication in teaching.
The most critical problem is the lack of written statements of objectives in 
the present curriculum in the Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University. 
Although defining objectives is not a “must”, a bank of possible activities might be 
set out in advance of the courses (Clark, 1987).
Second, grammar courses are given for three years in an education period of 
five years. This is a rather frustrating situation both for the teachers and the students 
since the teachers do not know what to teach in the advanced levels of this course 
and the students do not seem to be interested in grammar courses at all. The students 
who are in the last year and still can not use grammatical structures appropriately can 
be given as examples here.
Third, although Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) has been widely 
advocated since 1960s (Richards and Rodgers, 1986), teachers and students seem to 
pay a great deal of attention to grammar courses and the course books, almost all of 
which seem to be grammar-centered. Thus, there is a lack of emphasis on practical 
everyday communication in the curriculum, that is, communicative competence is 
not emphasized. As an example, it can be stated that even students who are in the
advanced level of their education seem to have trouble communicating even simple 
messages to a listener.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose in conducting this study is to describe the present curriculum in 
the Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University in the light of the classical 
humanist, reconstructionist and progressivist curriculum approaches.
Significance of the Study
The beneficiaries of this study will be the lecturers, the students, and the 
administrators in the Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University. Since the 
present curriculum will be reviewed by a teacher and with the help of all the other 
teachers, the students and the Head of the Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal 
University, it is hoped that all the above-mentioned people will feel committed to the 
findings of this study which may enable suggestions to be made in order to develop a 
curriculum that will be appropriate to the needs of the students in the Department of 
ELT at Mustafa Kemal University.
Research Questions
This study will address the following research questions;
1- What are the traits of Classical Humanism, if any, in the present curriculum of the 
Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University?
2- What are the traits of Reconstructionism, if any, in the present curriculum of the 
Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University?
3- What are the traits of Progressivism, if any, in the present curriculum of the 
Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University?
CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
Chapter 1 introduced key terms that relate to three different types of 
curriculum approaches and provided the background of the study. This chapter 
reviews selected studies dealing with curriculum in general, and in particular with 
“top-down” and transmissive classical humanist curriculum in the first section, the 
more egalitarian reconstructionist curriculum in the second section, and learner- 
centered progressivist curriculum in the third section. In each curriculum approach 
the following will be looked at: teacher’s role, type of curriculum, type of 
assessment, and language teaching methodologies that these curriculiun approaches 
are associated with.
Classical Humanism
The basic features of Classical humanism, which is believed to go back to as 
early as the times of Plato, are the promotion of generalizable intellectual capacities; 
the maintenance and transmission of knowledge, culture and standards from one 
generation to another, and the creation of an élite of guardians (Clark, 1987).
Teacher’s Role
Believing that knowledge equals a set of revealed truths, Skilbeck (cited in 
Clark, 1987) explains that pupils are expected to acquire and master knowledge and 
its underlying rules which are possessed by the teacher whose job is to pass it to 
pupils who are to acquire both knowledge and its underlying rules. Thus, the teacher 
is the authority. Concerning the teacher’s role, Brady (1989) argues that for “... each 
activity the teacher’s role is the same - to point out deviations from whatever the 
teacher considers correct,” drawing attention to the fact that
Routine assignments often indicate little interest in language - in 
language as a peculiar phenomenon, language as a complex puzzle, 
language as a source of insight into self, language as a key to how the 
mind works, language as a map to guide the study of familiar and 
unfamiliar societies. ( p.99)
Type of Curriculum
The chief characteristic of a classical humanist curriculum is that it is 
content-driven. In this type of curriculum, the content of a subject is divided into its 
constituent parts and then these parts are sequenced from simple to complex. Clark 
(1987) states that in this type of curriculum objectives are expressed in terms of 
conscious control of the various elements of knowledge set out along the way. There 
is also a textbook in which there is the selected content. The textbook is applied by 
the teacher in the classroom, unit by unit in a strict manner.
Type of Assessment
Another characteristic of a classical humanist approach to curriculum is the 
type of assessment which is norm-referenced. Hughes (1989) states that “a test 
which relates one student’s and/or candidate’s performance to that of another student 
and/or candidate is a norm-referenced test” (p. 17). In other words, he claims that in 
this type of assessment according to a student’s score, we can place him or her in the 
top ten percent of the other students who have taken the test, or in the bottom five 
per cent; or that he or she has done better or worse than, say, sixty per cent of those 
who have taken it. In this type of assessment, teachers deduct marks for the errors 
made by students. Thus, in classical humanist curriculum approach, too, students are 
compared with one another in a rank order according to their scores (Clark, 1987).
The Language Teaching Methodology that Classical Humanism Gave Rise To
Classical humanism in the foreign language curriculum gave rise to the 
Grammar-Translation Approach which is defined as “an extension of the approach 
used to teach classical languages to the teaching of modem languages “ (Celce- 
Murcia, 1991, p.6.) This method was once called the Classical Method since it was 
first used in the teaching of the classical languages, namely, Latin and Greek 
(Larsen-Freeman, 1986). In this approach, the instruction is in the native language of 
students and thus there is little use of the target language, with the focus on grammar 
and on translating sentences from the target language into the mother tongue (Celce- 
Murcia, 1991). The teacher, who is the authority in the classroom, does not have to 
be able to speak the target language (Larsen-Freeman, 1986).
Reconstmctionism
The major change between 1940s and 1960s in perspective in language 
curriculum development was the movement towards functional, behavior-based, 
though not behaviorist, and proficiency-oriented views of language and language use. 
This change was accompanied by a related movement towards communicative 
competence theory in linguistics, and towards the development of criterion- 
referenced testing in the field of educational evaluation. These developments still 
have repercussions across the whole spectrum of language curriculum development 
today (Richards, 1984).
Reconstmctionism focuses on the power of planning, of setting goals to be 
followed and of deliberate involvement in the education system to bring about the 
outcomes deemed necessary. Reconstmctionists also argue that human beings, who 
are seen as persons, must be given equal value no matter what their level of ability or
achievement is. In foreign language learning, they emphasize the promotion of an 
ability to communicate and thus achieve a better understanding and unity among 
groups and nations (Clark, 1987).
Teacher’s Role
In the reconstructionist approach, language teachers are seen as “managers 
rather than instructors” (Clark, 1987). This means that the teacher’s role is central 
and active. S/he models the target language, controls the direction and pace of 
learning, and monitors and corrects the learners’ performance. The teacher must 
keep the learners attentive by varying drills and tasks, and choosing relevant 
situations to practice structures. Learners, on the other hand, have to learn to budget 
their time to cover all the tasks in the various subjects they are studying.
Type of Curriculum
Whereas the classical humanist curriculum is content-driven, 
reconstructionist curriculum is objectives-driven (Clark, 1987). If an instructional 
objective is defined as “ a statement that describes an intended outcome of 
instruction” (Mager, 1962), then an instructional objective can not be a description 
or summary of content. In fact, one feature of a usefully stated objective is that it is 
stated in behavioral, or performance, terms that describe what the learner will be 
doing when demonstrating his or her achievement of the objective. The importance 
of setting objectives is emphasized in a reconstructionist curriculum approach. As 
Mager states “ if you are not sure where you are going, you are liable to end up some 
place else- and not even know it” (Mager 1962, p.l).
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Needs Assessment and Types of Needs
In the reconstructionist approach, the importance of needs assessment or 
needs analysis is emphasized (Clark, 1987). It is claimed that in the past language 
curriculum development used to start with language analysis, but that following 
curriculum approaches to language curriculum development begin with needs 
analysis or needs assessment (Richards, 1984).
The two types of needs in the reconstructionist curriculum approach are 
defined as Objective Needs and Subjective Needs (Richterich, cited in Richards, 
1984), also called Bedarf and Bedurfnisse, respectively (Clark, 1987, p.35).The 
needs which are external to the learner and which can be determined by the teacher 
or the curriculum planner on the basis of the information provided are called 
Objective Needs. Subjective needs, however, refer to affective needs, expectations 
and wants arising from each learner’s cognitive style, motivation, and learning 
strategy. Subjective learner needs are also described as “subjective information on 
preferred length and intensity of course, preferred learning arrangement, learning 
goals and information relating to preferred methodology, learning-style preferences 
and so on” (Nunan, 1988, p.4). It is claimed that these can be obtained only once a 
course has begun and a relationship is established between the teacher and the 
learners. It is these subjective needs, derivable form information on learners’ wants, 
expectations and affective needs which are of most value in selecting content and 
methodology (Nunan, 1988).
It is said (Brindley, cited in Richards, 1984) that subjective needs can be 
determined by observing learners engaged in learning tasks, by administering
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questionnaires and by interviewing learners about their preferred manner of learning, 
their motivations and expectations. Objective needs may differ significantly from 
subjective needs and that it is possible to observe differences between teachers and 
students regarding the following;
1. course goals and objectives;
2. how the process of learning is understood;
3. what is seen as relevant content;
4. how class activities and learning experiences are evaluated;
5. the roles of teachers, learners and instructional materials.
Type of Assessment
Whereas the assessment in classical humanist approach to curriculum is 
norm-referenced, in the reconstructionist approach to curriculum assessment is 
criterion-referenced. Hughes (1989) states that assessment which is designed to 
provide information about what learners can or can not do in the language is said to 
be criterion-referenced. The purpose of criterion-referenced assessment is the 
classification of people according to whether or not they are able to perform some 
task or set of tasks satisfactorily. Clark (1987) also argues that this type of 
assessment will provide explicit information as to what the individual can and can 
not do.
Language Teaching Methodologies that Reconstructionism Gave Rise To
As opposed to classical humanism, which gave rise to the Grammar- 
Translation Approach, reconstructionism is said to give rise to the audio-lingual, 
audio-visual/situational, topic-based and functional approaches to foreign language 
learning, all of which have sought to bring about an effective communicative ability
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in learners as their ultimate goal (Clark, 1987). Although reconstructionists did not 
abandon grammar teaching (Wilkins, cited in Clark, 1987), the basic units of 
organization should be semantic since the learners will have to be able to understand 
and express meaning, and not forms, and determining the meanings that a learner 
wants to learn to convey will guide the teacher in the determination of which parts of 
the total grammatical system should be taught.
Similarly, Moon (1994) claims that the Kingman Report (an inquiry into 
English teaching, published in 1988, cited in Moon, 1994) recommended rejecting 
grammar teaching by telling people not to return to old-fashioned grammar teaching. 
However, he believes that teaching grammar has not been abandoned by English 
teachers, and that quite the opposite has taken place by widening the concept to look 
at how language works.
In brief, reconstructionism is more concerned with syllabi, plans and 
curricular products than it is with the teaching, learning and renewal processes. It 
thereby lays itself open to the view that it is more concerned with appearance than 
essence, and with intention than reality (Clark, 1987)
Progressivism
Progressivism is a learner-centered approach to education, which attempts to 
promote the pupil’s development, as an individual with intellectual and emotional 
needs, and as a social being. The learner is seen as a whole person, and not just as a 
disembodied intellect or as a skilled performer (Clark, 1987). As Hamayan (1993) 
suggests, in the past we had to focus on teaching isolated units within a language and 
to concentrate on the form of the language. Moreover, he claims that the classrooms 
were teacher-centered. Hence, the learner was not in the center of learning.
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However, in the last ten years, as a result of our views about language, second 
language learning and the role that students and teachers play in the learning process, 
there has been a shift to teaching language as a whole, to approaches that give more 
importance to the content or the message and to more learner-centered classrooms. 
Learners are seen as active participants who shape their own learning. (Clark, 1987). 
Regarding the issue. Stem (1992) states that
it is of utmost importance for policy and practice as 
well as for evaluation and research to have as deep 
imderstanding as possible of the learner group, its 
social and educational background, its previous 
language learning experience, and its ethnolinguistic 
attitudes, motivations, and expectations (p.35).
Teacher’s Role
As opposed to the classical humanist approach, in which the teacher is the 
authority and to the reconstmctionist approach, in which the teacher has the role of a 
manager, in progressivism the teacher is in the role of a guide or a facilitator (Clark, 
1987). Progressivists believe that at the school level, teachers can work towards 
some level of learner responsibility if they have an attitude of mind which is 
sensitive to the educational advantages of promoting responsibility in the classroom. 
Moreover they can respond to individual differences, developing needs, and 
changing wishes, while still guiding learners in the general direction of externally 
agreed common goals.
Those teachers who see learners as people who dislike study and
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therefore have to be coerced into it, directed through it, and threatened with 
punishment should they fail to complete it, produce students who depend on teachers 
entirely and who are not willing to take risks. Alternatively those teachers who see 
learners as responsible people committed to achieving objectives, and capable of 
taking responsibility and of exercising imagination in the solving of problems, tend 
to find that their students come to act accordingly (Clark, 1987).
However, this may be difficult to achieve. Brady (1989) suggests that many 
teachers of language have dedicated their professional lives to correcting student 
errors. So, they do not want to be a language scientist or a language outsider who 
sees language as something to ask since they think that this will be either trivial or 
inappropriate for their students. Most teachers are more interested in preparing for 
standardized tests, or following textbooks. On the other hand, they have little interest 
in “a map to guide their own or the students’ exploration of the relationships 
between language and culture” (p. 101).
Type of Curriculum
As opposed to the content-driven classical humanist curriculum and the 
objectives-driven reconstructionist curriculum, progressivist curriculum is process- 
driven, and, hence, the emphasis is on methodology and the principles of procedure 
which are derived from a study of the learning process. Progressivist curriculum 
renewal is said to be both teacher-based and school-based. It tends to place its 
emphasis on the need for teachers to work out their own solutions to their own 
curricular problems in the context of their own school (Clark, 1987). This implies 
that it is important not to underestimate the essential role in curriculum renewal
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played by teacher experiential wisdom gained from classroom practice. As Stem 
(1992) states
the translation of a curriculum into classroom reality-its 
implementation by teachers who have not necessarily 
participated at the preparation and design stage- is, therefore, 
likely to present problems. Teachers do not always share the 
preoccupations and concerns that prompted the curriculum 
change in the first place. They may not be aware of what the 
innovation is supposed to achieve. They may not understand in 
what way it is different from existing practice. They may 
recognize the nature of change but resist it. They may regard 
it as unnecessary or feel threatened by it, or they may feel 
inadequate to carry it into effect. The more radical the new 
curriculum, the greater the possibility of difficulties in its 
application (p. 46.)
Type of Assessment
In contrast to the norm-referenced assessment in classical humanism and 
criterion-referenced assessment in reconstmctionism, assessment in progressivist 
approach is said to cover not only cognitive aspects of learning, but also invites 
learners to express how they feel about what they have been doing (Clark, 1987). As 
Nunan (1988) claims that, in a learner-centered system, assessment generally takes 
the form of an informal monitoring which is carried on alongside the teaching- 
learning process, principally by the participants in the process, that is, the teachers 
and the learners.
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Language Teaching Methodologies that Progressivism Gave Rise To 
As mentioned previously, the classical humanist approach gave rise to the 
Grammar-Translation Approach and the reconstructionist approach gave rise to the 
audiolingual, audio-visual/situational, topic-based and functional approaches. In 
progressivism, however, the Silent Way, the Natural Approach, Counseling Learning 
and the Total Physical Response are the preferred methods since they are designed to 
provide learning experiences that reduce the stress and anxiety adults experience in 
foreign language learning (Richards, 1984), and since progressivists tend to see 
education as a means of providing children with learning experiences from which 
they can learn by their own efforts. For them, “growth” through experience is the key 
concept (Clark, 1987), In the Total Physical Response, one of the primary conditions 
for success is through relating language production to physical actions, which is 
assumed to “minimize learner stress “ (Richards and Rodgers, 1986, p. 88).
The question as to whether to focus at all on grammatical or other formal 
matters is an issue which divides progressivists (Clark, 1987).
Krashen and Terrell (cited in Richards and Rodgers, 1986), seeing 
communication as the primary function of language, feel that grammatical structure 
does not necessitate explicit analysis or attention by the language teacher, the 
language learner, or in language teaching materials. Krashen’s Acquisition/Leaming 
Hypothesis claims that there are two ways of developing competence in a second or 
foreign language learning. As stated
acquisition is the “natural” way, paralleling first language 
development in children. Acquisition refers to an unconscious process 
that involves the naturalistic development of language proficiency
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through understanding language and through using language for 
meaningful communication. Learning, by contrast, refers to a process 
in which conscious rules about a language are developed. It results in 
explicit knowledge about the forms of a language and the ability to 
verbalize this knowledge. Formal teaching is necessary for learning to 
occur, and correction of errors helps with the development learned 
rules. Learning according to the theory can not lead to acquisition.
(Richards and Rodgers, 1986, p, 131.)
Some progressivists believe that if teachers were to follow a sequence 
structural development revealed in the studies of natural (largely untutored) 
language learning, they would have a principled means of determining what forms to 
focus on at which time (Clark, 1987).
Other progressivists adopt a more pragmatic viewpoint. They believe that 
foreign language learners beyond the age of about eight have conscious system­
building needs as well as communicative needs, and that the teacher should respond 
to them (Clark, 1987).
As argued, for progressivists, education is a way of enabling learners to learn 
how to learn by their own efforts (Clark, 1987). Van Lier (1996) explains that 
learning to learn is often called learner training, and defines it as the encouragement 
of students to develop lifelong learning skills which include “the ability to deal with 
the unexpected, to make informed choices, to develop sharp observational skills, and 
to construct useful knowledge in one’s interactions with the world, while guided by 
internal values, convictions and reasons” (Van Lier, 1996, p. 91). These skills show
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that learning to learn is more than training in study skills or other academic 
activities.
Van Lier (1996), in fact, claims that students do not really need to learn how 
to learn, but that the desire to learn must be awakened or reawakened, and sustained. 
He mentions some of the practical action programs required by learner training. 
These are as follows;
1. Students must receive adequate training in cooperative learning and group 
work. As Clark (1987) states one of the major roles of education is to promote 
healthy personal relationships and a sense of group responsibility;
2. Students must be aware of their own ways of learning, building on their 
strengths, and build up weak areas if they are essential for progress. As Clark (1987) 
states some of the major differences in learning styles are:
a) ear-based learners versus eye-based learners;
b) field-dependent learners versus field-independent learners;
c) holistic learners versus serialist learners;
d) learners who need a great deal of support and those who thrive on taking 
responsibility for their own learning;
3. Students must learn to tell their long- and short-term needs and goals.
4. In classroom there must be autonomous work, which implies choices and 
responsibilities and which requires academic and social “housekeeping skills” which 
take time to acquire.
As opposed to the classical humanist and the reconstructionist approaches, 
which give a lot of importance to predetermined objectives, in progressivism there is 
goal-free style of learning, though thoroughly structured learning can sometimes be
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seen (Clark, 1987). In other words, progessivists are more concerned with learning 
processes and methodology than with predetermining objectives since progressivism 
is one of the few approaches that can operate without explicit or implicit objectives 
(Richards, 1984). Unlike some curriculum models and teaching methods which are 
primarily content-oriented, and which see the language syllabus as the fundamental 
basis for methodology, progressivism is a curriculum model or teaching approach 
which is primarily concerned with instructional processes and which can operate 
without an explicit language syllabus (Richards, 1984). According to progressivists, 
where an approach or a program fails to make objectives explicit, teachers and 
learners have to infer objectives from the syllabus, materials, or classroom activities.
However, Stem (1992) explains that an emphasis on learner autonomy does 
not mean that the curriculum designer has no responsibility in planning the 
alternatives within which the learner will give his own judgment, claiming that if a 
curriculum is not planned, the teacher has nothing to negotiate about with the 
students, and that we can build areas of choice and freedom into the most carefully 
planned curriculum. He strongly argues that there is a great danger of lack of 
planning and an absence of any systematic preparation of content.
It has become customary in process approaches to conceptualize learning 
experiences in terms of problem-solving tasks and activities, in which the learner is 
actively engaged in the interpretation and expression of meaning in order to create an 
appropriate solution. As such, for progressivists, knowledge, which is never static, is 
a creative problem-solving activity.
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Stated previously, progressivism is above all learner-centred. Clark (1987) 
explains that in terms of school foreign language learning, learners may differ in the 
following:
1. Ability or aptitude: A good ear, a good verbal memory, and above all an 
ability to perceive pattern seem to be relevant to success.
2. Language background and experience: Foreign language development is 
parasitic on LI development, and therefore dependent on the quality of language use 
in the LI in the home, that is, on such things as frequent and healthy interaction 
between the child and his or her parents and other adults, story-telling, reading, and 
opinion-sharing. It would also seem that a growing language awareness, promoted at 
home and in school by rhyming games, spelling games, syntactic and semantic 
games, and other forms of playing with sounds, words, and meanings is also 
important to foreign language learning.
3. Cognitive, affective, and social maturity: In the early primary school years, 
learners will be unable to cope with much abstraction and generalization, and will 
learn best through concrete operations that promote spontaneous learning through 
experience. In later primary and early secondary school years learners seem to 
benefit from a mixture of experiential learning, reflection, deliberate learning and 
awareness- raising. It may well be a considerable advantage to start foreign language 
learning well before adolescence sets in.
4. Sex: Sex appears to discriminate in favor of girls in secondary school 
language learning.
5. Personality
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6. Motivation
Traditional formal teaching methods may be said to advantage eye-based, 
field-independent, serialist, support-dependent learners, but currently more 
experiential approaches may cater better for the ear-based, holist, field-dependent, 
more self-directed learners.
Conclusion
Classical humanism is said to be an educational philosophy underpinning the 
subject-centered view of learning (Nunan, 1988). In language teaching, it can be seen 
to underpin the views of those who believe that curriculum planning should start 
with an analysis of the target language, rather than v^ nth the needs of the learners.
Reconstructionism is the philosophy imderpinning the ends-means, or 
objectives, approach to curriculum. This model was first articulated by Tyler, and 
later sophisticated by Taba (1962). There are some criticisms related to this 
philosophy. One is that it reduces the teacher to the role of a mere implementor of 
someone else’s curriculum. It is also said that the formulation of objectives is 
defective in that while it is easy to operationalise certain communicative objectives 
relating to skills such as the use of transactional language, it is much more difficult 
to produce objectives for the expressive and creative functions of language.
Stenhouse (cited in Nunan, 1988) asserts that it is the unpredictable rather than the 
predictable outcomes of student behavior which make education worthwhile.
Classical humanists and reconstructionists tend to concern themselves only 
with differences in ability and achievement, ignoring other variables. The classical 
humanist approach copes with individual differences by streaming or setting pupils 
in terms of ability or achievement. The reconstructionist approach copes with
7 ?
individual differences by either adopting mastery learning techniques, in order to 
work towards an equalization of achievement, or creating a scheme of predetermined 
graded objectives and graded levels of performance, and molding learners to the one 
appropriate to their apparent level of ability (Clark, 1987).
Progressivism finds expression in the process curricula which are less 
concerned with specifying content or output than with the sorts of learning activities 
in which learners should engage. They, therefore, align themselves more with 
methodology than with curriculum design. In such curricula, specification is more in 
terms of tasks and problems for the learner to grapple with rather than the 
specification of linguistic items, whether these be structures, notions or functions 
(Nunan, 1988).
The following table further clarifies the particular issues advocated in the 
three approaches to curriculum:
Curriculum Teacher’s Role Assessment
Classical Humanism Subject-centered Authority Norm-referenced
Reconstructionism Obj ecti ves-dri ven Manager Criterion-referenced
Progressivism Process-driven Facilitator Informal monitoring
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CHAPTER III; METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This research study is the first curriculum study conducted in the Department 
of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University. It was carried out in March 1998, during the 
second semester of the academic year.
The purpose of this study was to describe the existing curriculum in the 
Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University taking the characteristics of 
classical humanism, reconstructionism and progressivism into consideration.
The study was motivated by the anecdotal experience found. In addition, the 
former Dean of the Faculty of Education, who was also the Head of the Department 
of ELT, not only strongly expressed her interest in having a curriculum renewal 
within the department but also asked the researcher to have a study done on 
curriculum renewal. Moreover the teachers in the Department of ELT at Mustafa 
Kemal University also revealed that a study done on the present curriculum would be 
very much helpful as far as the education in the department was concerned.
The research questions in this study were as follows:
1- What are the traits of Classical Humanism, if any, in the present 
curriculum of the Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University?
2- What are the traits of Reconstructionism, if any, in the present curriculum 
of the Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University?
3- What are the traits of Progressivism, if any, in the present curriculum of 
the Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University?
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Data Collection
Before actually beginning data collection, the questionnaire for students was 
piloted with six students, before being given to fifty students, five teachers, and the 
Head of the Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University. The aim of piloting 
was to see whether the students had difficulty imderstanding the questionnaire items. 
After the necessary modifications were made and the purpose of the study was 
explained to the subjects, the student questionnaire (See Appendix 1) was 
administered.
Like the purpose of the student questionnaire, the purpose of the 
questionnaire (See Appendix 2) given to the teachers and the Head of the 
Department of ELT was to collect data about the traits of classical humanism, 
reconstructionism and progressivism, as well as collect data about the objective 
needs of the students in the Department of ELT as far as the present curriculum is 
concerned. The reason for collecting data about the objective needs of the is that 
objective needs are needs that may not be “necessarily felt by the individual” (Clark, 
1987, p.35).
The second step in data collection was holding interviews with fifteen 
students, five teachers, and the Head of the Department of ELT. During the 
interviews closed-ended questions were asked to obtain data related to the traits of 
classical humanism, reconstructionism and progressivism and to the students’ 
objective and subjective needs. Another purpose of the interviews was to triangulate 
the data obtained through the questionnaires (See Appendices 3 and 4).
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Subjects
The subjects of this study were students aged between 18-32. In order to be 
systematic and reach as representative a sample of students as possible, a total of 
fifty students, ten from each class (preparatory, first class, second class, third class 
and fourth class) were given questionnaires. In addition, three students from each 
class, totaling fifteen students, were interviewed, provided that the students who 
were interviewed were not given questionnaires. Hence, a total of sixty-five students 
participated in this study.
The students who were given questionnaires and were interviewed were 
randomly selected from the lists of students who were receiving instruction in the 
five classes mentioned above. As for teachers, the entire staff (5) of the Department 
of ELT were included in the study. The teachers whose ages ranged from 25-38 had 
one to fifteen years of teaching experience. In order to receive administrative input, 
the Head of the Department was also given a questiormaire and interviewed.
Materials
Questionnaires
The relevant questions for the questionnaires were designed in the light of the 
related literature. Two different questionnaires, one for the students and one for the 
teachers, were designed. The teacher questionnaire addressed the same issues as did 
the student questionnaire, but it was worded using technical terms since it was 
thought that the teachers would have no difficulty understanding the concepts in the 
questions.
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There were three sections in each questionnaire, which was given in English. 
In the first section, the researcher requested information related to the subjects’ 
gender, age, class (for the students) and leaming/teaching experiences in order to 
have some personal information about them.
In the second section, there were nine questions to which there were three 
alternative answers; YES / SOMETIMES / NO, except for the first question which 
had only two alternative answers : YES and NO. The first four questions were 
related to classical humanism; the following three to progressivism, and the last two 
to reconstructionism.
In the third section, there were sixteen statements which asked the students to 
choose the most appropriate item by selecting from; strongly agree/agree/ 
uncertain/disagree/strongly disagree. The statements numbered 1,2, 3, 5,6, and 7 
intended to investigate whether the present curriculum in the Department of ELT had 
the traits of classical humanism; the statements numbered 4, 8,9,10 and 11 intended 
to investigate whether the curriculum had the traits of reconstructionism. Finally, the 
remaining five statements were designed to identify the traits of progressivism in the 
present curriculum.
Interviews
The researcher interviewed fifteen students, five teachers and one 
administrator, who were, because of the time constraints, interviewed in groups of 
five so as to allow for adequate time for interviews. Hence, there were three 
interview sessions for fifteen students; one interview session for five teachers, and 
one interview session for the administrator. The interviews with the students 
contained closed-ended questions. The interviews, which were held in English,
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aimed at identifying the students’ opinions about their subjective needs and the six 
aspects of the present curriculum in the Department of English Language Teaching, 
namely, grammar, error correction, assessment, determining needs, curriculum 
designers and course books.
Similarly, the interviews with the teachers and the administrator contained 
closed-ended questions, and were carried out in English. Since there are five teachers 
and one administrator in the Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University, alt of 
the teachers and the administrator were interviewed. The teachers were interviewed 
together whereas the Head of the Department of ELT was interviewed alone. The 
interviews with the teachers and the Head of the Department aimed at eliciting data 
related to their opinions about the students’ objective needs and the above mentioned 
six aspects of the present curriculum in the Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal 
University.
Procedure
In order to distribute the questionnaires to the subjects, vsoitten permission 
was obtained from the director of the MA TEFL program. The student questionnaire 
was distributed to fifty students gathered in one of the classes in the Department of 
ELT. The teacher questionnaire was distributed to all the teachers and the Head of 
the Department of ELT.
Data Analysis
The results of the questionnaires and interviews were analyzed quantitatively. 
For the questionnaire items and the closed-ended questions asked in the interviews, 
percentages were calculated. The results of the teacher questionnaire and the
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interviews with the teachers and the Head of the Department were used to triangulate 
what the students and the teachers reported about the existing curriculum.
The results of the questionnaires are displayed in tables in Chapter 4. The 
results of the interviews are presented in the discussion following the tables with the 
aim of supplementing the data obtained from the questionnaire results.
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CHAPTER 4: ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Overview of the Study
The purpose of this study was to describe the present curriculum in 
the Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University in the light of classical 
humanist, econstructionist and progressivist approaches to curriculum development. 
In this study it was hypothesized that the traits of classical humanist curriculum are 
more strongly felt within the department when compared to the traits of 
reconstructionist and progressivist curricula.
Two questionnaires, consisting of twenty-five items were administered to 
fifty students and five teachers and the Head of the Department of ELT. Another step 
to test the hypotheses of the study was to conduct interviews, consisting of closed- 
ended questions related to the traits of classical humanist, reconstructionist and 
progressivist curriculum approaches. To this end fifteen students, five teachers and 
the Head of the Department of ELT were interviewed.
This chapter presents the analysis of the data obtained from the 
questionnaires and the interviews and the results of the study.
Overview of the Analytical Procedures 
The first stage of data analysis comprised the analysis of the questionnaires. 
The questionnaires consisted of nine questions and sixteen Likert type statements.
For the questionnaires, percentages were calculated and displayed in tables. The 
results of the students’ and the teachers’ answers were displayed successively in 
order to present the differences and/or similarities between the two sets of responses.
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For the closed-ended questions asked in the interviews, percentages were also 
calculated. The results of the interviews were presented in the discussions following 
the tables, with the aim of either confirming or disproving the data obtained from the 
questionnaire results.
Questionnaires and Interviews 
Responses to the Questionnaires and Interviews 
Student Responses to the First Part of the Questiotmaire
In the first part of the student questionnaire there were three questions 
related to the students’ gender, age and class, and a question asking for how long the 
students had been learning English. Out of fifty students, 35 students, (70%), were 
female and 15 students (30%) were male. Their ages ranged between 18 and 32, with 
a mean of 22.08.
Table 1 shows how long the students have been learning English.
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Table 1
Students’ Learning Experiences
Learning
experience
No. of 
informants
Percentages
1-5 years 11 22%
6-10 years 23 46%
11-15 years 13 26%
16-20 years 1 2%
No response 2 4%
Table 1 indicates that almost half of the students (46%) had studied 
English for 6 to 10 years, hence the highest percentage among the categories 
related to students’ learning experience.
Teacher Responses to the First Part of the Questionnaire
In the first part of the teacher questionnaire there were two questions 
related to the subjects’ gender, and age, and a question asking for how long 
the teachers had been teaching. This part revealed that out of five teachers 
and one administrator, three of them, (50 %), were male and three, (50 %), 
were female. Their ages ranged between 25 and 38, and the mean of their 
ages was 31.83.
Table 2 shows how long the teachers had been teaching English.
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Table 2
Teachers’ Teaching Experience
Teaching
experience
No. of 
teachers
Percentages
1-5 years 2 33.3%
6-10 years 1 16.6%
11-15 years 3 50%
16-20 years - -
Table 2 indicates that half of the teachers (50%) had been teaching for
11-15 years.
Traits of Classical Humanism
Table 3 and Table 4 present the students’ and the teachers’ answers to the 
first four questions in the second part of the questionnaire which are related to the 
traits of classical humanism in the present curriculum of the Department of ELT at 
Mustafa Kemal University. The subjects were asked whether the students would 
study or had studied grammar for three years; whether the instruction in the 
department was in Turkish; whether the students made errors while learning English, 
and whether they lost marks for the errors they had made while their performance in 
^ammar, speaking, writing, reading and vocabulary was evaluated in the tests given 
by their teachers. The questions, except for the first one, had three alternatives; 
YES/SOMETIMES/NO. The first question had two alternatives: YES/NO. The 
respondents were asked to circle the answer that applied to them most.
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Table 3
Student-Perceived Traits of Classical Humanism: Yes/No Type Questions
Percentages
Yes Sometimes No No
Response
Studying grammar for three years 88% - 12% -
Instruction in Turkish 4% 90% 6% -
Errors while learning grammar 40% 60% - -
Norm-referenced testing in grammar 38% 36% 22% 4%
Norm-referenced testing in speaking 52% 42% 6% -
Norm-referenced testing in writing 38% 40% 18% 4%
Norm-referenced testing in reading 32% 28% 34% 6%
Norm-referenced testing in vocabulary 32% 34% 32% 2%
As can be seen in Table 3, in response to the first question 88% of the 
students said that they would study or had studied grammar for three years. Almost 
all the students (90 %) accepted that the instruction in the department was 
sometimes in Turkish, and 60 % of the students revealed that they sometimes made 
errors while learning English. The percentages for the norm-referenced testing in 
five different skills showed that norm-referenced testing for all skills is over 30% 
with speaking 52%.
Although the results of the student questionnaire showed that 3 years were 
spent on grammar instruction, 47% of the students interviewed stated that the
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emphasis in the department was on the form of English whereas 47% of the students 
stated that it was both on the form and the use of English, that is, the use as it refers 
to communicative ability.
As for error correction, 40% of the students who were interviewed said that 
the errors they made in speaking courses were corrected by their teachers, whereas 
the percentage of those who said that error correction was done in grammar courses 
was only half of that (20%). Nearly 33% of the students claimed that error correction 
was done in almost all courses, whereas 13% of the students believed that in some 
courses their mistakes were corrected whereas in the others they were not. Almost all 
the students (93%) said that they lost marks for the errors they made while their 
performance in grammar, speaking, writing, reading and vocabulary was evaluated, a 
trait of assessment in the classical humanist approach to curriculum.
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Table 4
Teacher-Perceived Traits of Classical Humanism: Yes/No Type Questions
Percentages
Yes Sometimes No No
Response
Studying grammar for three years 66.6% - 16.6% 16.6%
Instruction in Turkish 16.6% 66.6% 16.6%
Errors while learning grammar 83.3% 16.6% -
Norm-referenced testing in granunar 66.6% 33.3% -
Norm-referenced testing in speaking 33.3% 66.6% -
Norm-referenced testing in writing 66.6% 33.3% -
Norm-referenced testing in reading 50% 50% -
Norm-referenced testing in vocabulary 50% 33.3% 16.6%
Teachers’ answers to the questions given in Table 4 indicate that 50% of 
them were in favor of the following traits of classical humanism: A great deal of 
importance given to grammar teaching; instruction sometimes given in the native 
language of the students, that is in Turkish; and norm-referenced assessment since 
the students lost marks for the errors they had made.
During the interview, half of the teachers (50%) claimed that the emphasis in 
the department was on the analysis of the language. However, 33% of them said that 
grammar teaching should be provided only in preparatory class and the first year 
class, whereas 33% said that it should be determined according to the students’ 
needs. As far as error correction is concerned, half of the teachers (50%) stated that
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error correction was done in all tests and during the courses, thus confirming the 
results of the student questionnaire (See Table 4). What is interesting with the 
interview results is that although 5 (83%) out of 6 teachers acknowledged that they 
took off marks for the errors made by the students, 50% of them claimed that their 
tests were criterion-referenced, a type of assessment in which students do not lose 
marks for the errors they make, but rather are assessed against a predetermined 
criterion.
In the second part of the questionnaire, which was a Likert type, there were 
six statements related again to classical humanism. The students and the teachers had 
to choose one among the following alternatives, with the following given values: 
Strongly agree : 5
Agree : 4
Uncertain : 3
Disagree : 2
Strongly disagree : 1
Tables 5 and 6 present data about what the students’ and the teachers’ ideas 
about the six statements related to classical humanism were.
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Table 5
Student-Perceived Traits of Classical Humanism : Likert Type Statements
Percentages
5 4 3 2 1 No Response
I learn grammar rules 
by memorization.
I translate texts into and
20% 34% 12% 22% 8% 4%
out of English. 14% 50% 16% 10% 2% 8%
My teachers follow the 
course book while they are
teaching English. 30% 42% 14% 10% 2% 2%
My teachers are the
authority in the classroom. 22% 38% 18% 10% 12%
I learn simple grammar 
items before I learn complex
ones. 40% 40% 12% 6% - 2%
I think classes should be
directed by teachers. 6% 28% 16% 34% 14% 2%
As can be seen in Table 5, except for the last statement, the number of 
students who chose “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” was higher than the number of 
students who chose the other alternatives. The total percentages arrived at by adding 
the percentages of “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” reveal that 54% of the students
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agreed that they learned grammar rules by memorization; that 64% of the students 
agreed that they translated texts into and out of English; that 72% of the students 
agreed that their teachers followed the course book while they were teaching 
English; that 60% of the students agreed that their teachers were the authority in the 
classroom; that 80% of the students agreed that they learned simple grammar items 
before they learned complex ones. The percentage for the last statement showed that 
48% of the students disagreed that the classes should be directed by teachers.
During the interview, however, 67% of the students did not accept that they 
learned grammar rules by memorization, and the percentage of the students who said 
that they (sometimes) used translation in order to understand grammar rules was also 
67. More than half of the students (53%) reported that their teachers followed course 
books while they were teaching English, and 87% of them said that those course 
books were followed unit by unit, in a rigid manner.
Hence it can be argued that, apart from learning grammar rules by 
memorization, other traits of classical humanism, as identified in the statements in 
Table 5, such as translation into and out of the target language; following the course 
book, especially unit by unit, in a strict manner; teacher as the authority in the 
classroom; and learning simple grammar items before the complex ones, were felt by 
the students.
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Table 6
Teacher-Perceived Traits of Classical Humanism : Likert Type Statements
Percentages
5 4 3 2 1 No Response
My students learn grammar
rules by memorization. - 83.3% 16.6% . _ -
My students translate texts
into and out of English. 16.6% 33.3% 16.6% 16.6% - 16.6%
1 follow the course book
100%
33.3% 50% 16.6%
while I am teaching 
English.
I am the authority in the 
classroom.
1 teach simple grammar 
items before I teach
complex ones. 33.3% 33.3% 16.6% 16.6%
I think classes should be
directed by teachers. 33.3% 33.3% 16.6% 16.6%
As can be seen in Table 6, the total percentages arrived at by adding the 
percentages of “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” showed that, except for the second 
statement, more than 50% of the teachers believed that learning grammar rules by 
memorization and translation into LI were the two techniques employed by their
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students; that they followed a course book while teaching English and proceeded 
from simple to complex items; that they were the authority in the classroom, and, 
hence, they favored teacher-directed classes.
The results of the interview with the teachers supported the results of the 
teacher questionnaire. All of the teachers (100%) said that their students learned 
grammar rules by memorization and half of them (50%) said that translation into and 
out of English was one of the techniques employed by their students while learning 
grammar rules. Half of the teachers (50%) also reported that they used translation 
while teaching grammar rules in order to make their students understand these rules 
better, and 83% of them said that they proceeded from simple to complex items 
during grammar teaching process. What is interesting here is that while in the 
questionnaire 100% of the teachers revealed that they follow the course book while 
teaching English, this percentage was 50 according to the interview results.
Traits of Progressivism
Table 7 presents the responses given to the question whether the respondents 
believed that the level of the students’ English was dependent on the level of their 
mother tongue, an issue of progressivism.
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Table 7
Student-and Teacher-Perceived Traits of Progressivism : Yes/No Type Questions
Percentages
Yes Sometimes No No
Response
Second language level is dependent 
on the first language.
(Students)
Second language level is dependent 
on the first language.
(Teachers)
32% 22% 40% 6%
33.3% 50% 16.6%
It is interesting to note that, when the total percentages of the “YES” and 
“SOMETIMES” are taken into consideration, approximately 85% of the teachers 
believed that their students’ level of English was dependent on the level of their 
mother tongue while the percentage of the students who believed that second 
language was parasitic on the first language was much less (54%).
Table 8 shows the subjects’ answers to the sixth and seventh questions which 
also investigated the traits of the progressivist approach to curriculum development. 
In the sixth question they were asked whether they thought students should be seen 
as “whole” persons with their intellectual and emotional aspects. In the seventh 
question, they were asked whether they liked to find out how much the students’ 
English was improving by using the language they had learned in real-life situations.
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Table 8
Student-and Teacher-Perceived Traits of Progressivism : Likert Type Statements
Percentages
Yes Sometimes No No
Response
Student Responses
Students as “whole” persons 60% 18% 20% 2%
Learning in real-life situations 82% 10% 4%
Teacher Responses
Students as “whole” persons 100%
Learning in real-life situations 100%
Table 8 clearly shows that the there was complete agreement among teachers 
regarding “whole person learning” and “learning in real-life situations.” Students, on 
the other hand, seemed to favor “learning in real-life situations” more than the other 
option, since the percentage of the students who chose YES as an answer to the 
seventh question was 82%. Still, the percentage that the sixth question received was 
high (60%).
All the students who were interviewed (100%) claimed that “whole-person 
learning” and “learning in real-life situations” were the most desirable things for 
them. The results of the interview with the teachers were in line with the teacher 
questionnaire, showing that 83% of the teachers were in favor of “whole person 
learning” and “learning in real-life situations.” Thus, it can be argued that both
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teachers and students think that students should be seen as “whole” persons with 
their intellectual and emotional aspects and that “learning in real-life situations” is 
very important for them.
Table 9 presents data concerning the respondents’ answers to the ninth 
question which was related to another trait of progressivism and in which they were 
asked to choose best way of designing a program.
Table 9
Student-and Teacher-Perceived Traits of Progressivism : Yes/No Type Questions
Percentages
Students Teachers
a) a program designed by (a) 
teacher(s) working in the department
b) a program designed by experts
c) a program designed by a teacher in 
collaboration with an expert
d) Other program designing ways.
28%
12%
56%
2%
100%
As far as the ninth question was concerned, all the teachers (100%) and 56% 
of the students circled the third item which meant that they all believed that a 
curriculum designed by a teacher in collaboration with an expert is the best way of 
designing a curriculum.
As far as designing the curriculum is concerned, there was complete
agreement among the students (100%) and the teachers (100%) interviewed who
J
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Stated that a curriculum should be designed by a teacher in collaboration with an 
expert.
In the Likert type part of the questiotmaire, there were also five statements 
investigating the traits of progressivism. The data obtained are presented in Tables 
10 and 11 below.
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Table 10
Student-Perceived Traits o f Progressivism: Likert Type Statements
Percentages
No
Response
In class we do group work
activities.
I should be trained in
12% 42% 22% 16% 4%
34% 44% 14% 2% 2%learning how to learn.
1 am aware of my
learning style. 26% 44% 18% 10% 2%
My teachers in the department 
ask me how I feel about my
learning. 12% 6% 20% 26% 36%
“Learner” is the most
important aspect of an 
education system. 62% 22% 2% 4% 4%
4%
4%
6%
As can be seen in Table 10, the only perceived traits of progressivism in the 
present curriculum of the Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University were the 
group work activities and the students’ being aware of their learning styles since 
more than 50% of the students agreed that in class they did group work activities and 
70% of the students claimed that they were aware of their learning styles. The 
students believed in the importance of learning how to learn ^ d  a learner-centered
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education since the percentages received for these statements were more than 70.
The percentage of the students who revealed that their teachers in the department did 
not ask them how they felt about their learning was 62.
Table 11
Teacher-Perceived Traits of Progressivism : Likert Type Statements
Percentages
No Response
In class 1 like my students 
to learn in groups. 66.6% 33.3%
I should train my students 
in learning how to learn 50% 50%
My students are aware of 
their learning styles.
1 ask my students how they 
feel about their learning. 16.6% 33.3% 50%
“Learner” is the most 
important aspect of an 
education system. 66.6% 33.3%
83.3% 16.6%
Table 11 indicates that, apart from the third statement in response to which 
the teachers expressed their uncertainty about their students’ being aware of their 
learning styles, and the fourth statement, which showed that half of the teachers were 
not certain whether they asked their students how they felt about their learning, there
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was complete agreement among the teachers, showing that they really believed in the 
progressivist curriculum approach.
In the interview all the teachers and the students (100%) claimed that 
“learning how to learn” was one of the most important things in an education system. 
Traits of Reconstructionism
Table 12 presents data concerning the respondents’ ideas related to the 
eighth question in the second part of the questionnaire, in which, given four different 
program needs, the respondents were asked to choose the most important need 
according to themselves.
Table 12
Student-and Teacher-Perceived Traits of Reconstructionism: Yes/No Tvpe Questions
Percentages
Students Teachers
a) Students’ subjective needs 44% 33.3%
b) Students’ objective needs 48% 66.6%
c) Needs determined by the
administrators 8% -
d) Other needs - -
As can be seen from the table, both teachers (66.6%) and students (48%) 
thought that students’ objective needs were of utmost importance.
During the interview, however, 60 % of the students said that their subjective 
needs were more important than their objective needs whereas 83% of the teachers
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interviewed, stated that students’ objective needs were the most important, 
confirming with the teacher questionnaire results displayed in Table 12.
In the Likert type part of the questionnaire, there were again five statements 
investigating the traits of reconstructionism in the present curriculum of the 
Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University. Tables 13 and 14 present the 
subjects’ ideas concerning reconstructionism.
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Table 13
Student-Perceived Traits o f Reconstructionism : Likert Type Statements
Percentages
1 No Response
I think the tests given by 
my teachers show what I can 
or can not do in English.
I think my teachers should 
spend extra time helping 
students who have learning 
difficulties.
My needs should be determined 
before a program is designed.
I think teaching grammar should 
be abandoned.
I should learn English to be able 
to express myself in the way 
I want.
10% 22% 16% 30% 22%
58% 28% 10% 2% 2%
60% 32% 4% 1% 2%
4% 4% 12% 30% 46% 4%
34% 38% 16% 6% 6%
Table 13 shows that 52% of the students did not believe that the tests given 
by their teachers showed what they could or could not do in English. Out of 50 
students, 43 students (86%) agreed that their teachers should spend extra time 
helping students who had learning difficulties. Almost all the students (92%) 
believed that their needs should be determined before a program was designed. More
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than seventy percent of the students did not want grammar teaching to be abandoned. 
Finally 72% of the students believed that English should be learned for 
communication.
Out of 15 students who were interviewed, 11 students (73%) agreed that the 
tests given by their teachers did not show what they could or could not do in English, 
which show that the tests given in the department are norm-referenced, rather than 
criterion-referenced, one of the characteristics of classical humanist approach to 
curriculum. There was complete agreement among the students (100%) who said 
that grammar teaching should not be abandoned in the department, but that it should 
be limited to preparatory class. This is in line with both classical humanism, which 
gives rise to the Grammar-Translation Approach, and reconstructionism, in which 
grammar teaching is not abandoned. Finally, all the interviewed students (100%) 
believed that their needs should be determined before a program was designed, a 
characteristic which is found both in classical humanism and reconstructionism.
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Table 14
Teacher-Perceived Traits o f Reconstructionism : Likert Type Statements
Percentages
1 No 
Response
program is designed.
I think teaching grammar 
should be abandoned.
English should be learnt only 
for communication.
16.6% 33.3% 50%
I think the tests 1 give assess 
exactly what my students can 
or can not do in English.
I think I should spend extra
time helping students who
have learning difficulties 50% 50%
My students’ needs should
be determined before a
83.3% 16.6%
16.6% 66.6% 16.6% 16.6%
16.6% 16.6% 50% 16.6%
Teachers’ responses to the statements given in Table 14 indicate that half of 
the teachers (50%) believed that they were administering criterion-referenced 
testing. As for the next two statements, they were in complete agreement. As far as 
the next statement is concerned, half of them believed that teaching grammar should
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be abandoned; half of the teachers disagreed that English should be learned only for 
communication.
As argued, only 50% of the teachers who were interviewed said that their 
tests were criterion-referenced, and they did not want grammar teaching to be 
abandoned, but half of them (50%) wanted it to be limited to the preparatory class 
and the first class.
53
CHAPTER FIVE : CONCLUSIONS 
Overview of the Study
This study, which was carried out with the students and teachers in the 
Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University, investigated the traits of classical 
humanism, reconstructionism and progressivism in the present curriculum of the 
department. In this study it was hypothesized that the traits of classical humanist 
curriculum approach are more strongly felt within the department when compared 
with the reconstructionist and progressivist curriculum approaches.
In this study questionnaires and interviews were used to elicit the 
respondents’ opinions about curriculum approaches and their attitudes to the 
students’ objective and subjective needs.
Discussion of Findings 
Classical Humanist Curriculum Approach 
As argued, a classical humanist curriculum is content-driven. In this type of 
curriculum, the content of a subject is divided into its constituent parts and then 
these parts are sequenced from simple to complex. There is also a textbook in which 
there is the selected content and which is applied by the teacher unit by unit in a 
strict manner. Similarly the respondents in this study revealed that, as far as grammar 
teaching is concerned, course books were followed and that simple grammar items 
were taught before the complex ones. As far as teacher’s role is concerned, 60% of 
the students stated that their teachers were the authority in the classroom (See 
Chapter 4, Table 5). This percentage was almost 85 with the teachers who stated that 
they were the authority in the classroom (See Chapter 4, Table 6). There was only a 
difference between the teachers and the students in that whereas the former favored
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teacher-directed classes the latter did not. As for the language teaching methodology, 
the subjects revealed that, in their department, three years were spent on grammar 
education during which the grammar rules were learned by memorization, and 
translation into and out of English was a technique employed in grammar 
teaching/leaming process. This was in line with what Larsen-Freeman (1986) and 
Celce-Murcia (1991) say about the Grammar-Translation Method. The subjects also 
revealed that sometimes the instruction in the department was in Turkish. That 
students made mistakes while learning English and that they lost marks for the errors 
they made while their performance in grammar, speaking, writing, reading, and 
vocabulary was evaluated showed that the testing in the department is norm- 
referenced rather than criterion-referenced (See Chapter 4, Tables 3 and 4). This 
supports the definition of norm-referenced testing by Hughes (1989).
In brief, the results of the study have shown that the traits of Classical 
Humanism are strongly felt among the subjects since the percentages received for the 
questions related to Classical Humanism were more than sixty percent (See Chapter 
4, Tables 3,4,5, and 6)
Reconstructionist Curriculum Approach 
As stated previously, a lack of written statements of objectives is the most 
critical problem in the Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University.
The findings of this study revealed that both the students and the teachers 
agreed that the needs of the students should be determined before a program is 
designed. This is in line with the reconstructionists who emphasize the importance of 
needs assessment or needs analysis (Clark, 1987; Richards, 1984). As for the 
subjective needs of the students, it can be said that they wanted
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a) their teachers to spend extra time helping students who had learning 
difficulties, a trait of reconstructionism suggested by Bloom, (cited in Clark, 1987);
b) to have grammar courses but have them limited to the preparatory class 
and the first year class;
c) to have communicative competence.
This shows a need both for grammar and communicative competence.
The findings further revealed that the above-mentioned subjective needs of 
the students also presented themselves as the students’ objective needs, that is, half 
of the teachers (50%) also stated that they should spend extra time helping students 
who had learning difficulties; that they did not favor the idea of teaching English 
only for communicative purposes. Not abandoning grammar teaching is in line with 
what Wilkins (cited in Clark, 1987) and Clark (1987) suggest.
Progressivist Curriculum Approach
Apart from group work, the findings of the study did not reveal the traits of 
progressivism. Rather, they showed that the traits of progressivism were felt as either 
the objective or the subjective needs of the students. It was clear from the results that 
more than 60% of the respondents believed that the students should be seen as 
“whole” persons with their intellectual and emotional aspects and that more than 
80% of them believed in experiential learning (See Chapter 4, Table 8). The 
respondents also showed their tendency towards learner-centered education as 
suggested by Stem (1992) and learning how to learn. That group work was a 
common activity in the classroom was a claim shared by more than 50% of the 
students and 100% of the teachers. However there were two ipajor differences 
between the teachers’ and the students’ opinions. The teachers stated that they asked
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the students how they felt about their learning and that they were not sure that the 
students knew their learning styles. The students, on the other hand, said that the 
teachers did not ask them how they felt about their learning, and that they knew their 
learning styles.
Institutional Implications
The most important implication of this study is that an adherence to an 
extreme version of any one of the three curriculum approaches would be 
counterproductive since it would seem sensible to accept that conscious rule- 
learning, deliberate form-focused practice, and unsystematised experiential learning 
are all valid at different times for different purposes with different learners.
Limitations of the Study
The main strength of this study lies in the fact that it is the first study related 
to curriculum in Department of ELT at Mustafa Kemal University. However, this 
study had its limitation, too, with respect to the short length of study, the effects of 
which can be seen in the way the interviews were conducted. The interviews were 
carried out with small groups of people (n=5.) In this way, the researcher could 
“sample a greater number of people within the same amount of time that a one-on- 
one interview might take” (Lynch, 1996, p. 129). However, it would have been 
preferable if there had been enough time to conduct follow-up one-on-one 
interviews, especially with those students who might have felt uncomfortable saying 
anything, especially anything that might be controversial. Furthermore, the 
researcher might have been able to probe as deeply and follow through in as much 
detail as she could with individual interviews.
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Recommendations for Further Research
The data obtained from this study raise an important question for further 
research. In this study only certain aspects of the classical humanist, 
reconstructionist, and progressivist approaches to a curriculum design were taken 
into account. In other words, the teacher’s role, the type of curriculum, the type of 
assessment, different kinds of student needs, and different language teaching 
methodologies in each approach were considered. Further research study similar to 
this one might take into account all the remaining aspects of these three curriculum 
approaches, such as strategies for teacher development; modes, content, and 
purposes of assessment; common classroom activities; basic strategies for coping 
with individual differences; research and evaluation; syllabus content; expected 
learning from students; and form of innovation. In this way, it would be possible to 
have a deeper approach into curriculum designing.
In fact, an ethnographic study could be conducted. In this way, it would be 
possible to “provide a description and an interpretative-explanatory account of what 
people do in (... a classroom...), the outcome of their interactions, and the way they 
understand what they are doing (the meaning interactions have for them)”(Watson- 
Gegeo,1988.)
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDENTS 
Dear Students,
I am an MA-TEFL graduate student at Bilkent University. I am 
doing a research project on the present curriculum in the Department 
of English Language Teaching at Mustafa Kemal University and I am 
interested in your opinions about the present curriculum. Your 
responses, which will be kept confidential, will help me a great deal 
with my research. You do not have to give your name and no one will 
know your specific answers to these questions. I would be very 
grateful if you could take a few moments to complete the questions 
below.
Thank you,
Meral Adli Esmerligil
A) Fill in the blanks with relevant information.
Gender------------------------
Age—
Class
How long have you been learning English?- years
B) Circle the answer that applies to you most.
1-Will you study or have you studied grammar for three years? 
YES NO
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2- Is the instruction in your department in Turkish?
YES SOMETIMES NO
3- Do you make errors while learning English?
YES SOMETIMES NO
4- lf your answer to Question 3 is YES and/or SOMETIMES, do you lose 
marks for the errors you make while your performance in the following 
are evaluated in the tests given
a) grammar
b) speaking
c) writing
d) reading
e) vocabulary
5- Do you believe that the level of your English is dependent on the 
level of your mother tongue?
YES SOMETIMES NO
6- Do you think you should be seen as “whole” persons with your 
intellectual and emotional aspects?
YES SOMETIMES NO
7- Do you like to find out how much your English is improving by seeing 
if you can use the language you have learned in real-life situations?
YES SOMETIMES NO
YES SOMETIMES NO
YES SOMETIMES NO
YES SOMETIMES NO
YES SOMETIMES NO
YES SOMETIMES NO
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8-Which of the following program needs, do you think, is the most 
important? (please tick one)
a) the needs that are felt by the students---------------------
b) the needs that reflect students' needs but are felt by teachers
and/or administrators---------------------------
c) the needs that are determined by administrators-----------------------
d) other (please specify)-----------------------------
9-Which of the following needs, do you think, is the best? (please tick 
one)
a) a program which is designed by (a) teacher(s) who is/are
working in your department-----------------------------
b) a program which is designed by experts from outside your
university, such as people working for YOK, or for Ministry of 
Education----------------------
c) a program which is designed by a teacher In collaboration
with an expert--------------------------------------
d) other (please specify)------------------------------------
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Part C: Circle the number that most closely corresponds to your 
opinion about the given statements.
Strongly agree :5
Agree :4
Uncertain :3
Disagree :2
Strongly disagree :1
Strongly
Agree
Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly
Disagree
I learn grammar 
rules by 
memorization.
5 4 3 2 1
I translate 
texts into and 
out of English.
5 4 3 2 1
My teachers 
follow the 
course book 
while they are 
teaching 
English.
5 4 3 2 1
I think the tests 
given by my 
teachers show 
what I can or 
can not do in 
English.
5 4 3 2 1
My teachers are 
the authority in 
the classroom.
5 4 3 2 1
I learn simple 
grammar items 
before I learn 
complex ones.
5 4 3 2 1
I think classes 
should be 
directed by 
teachers.
5 4 3 2 1
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1 think my 
teachers should 
spend extra 
time helping 
students who 
have learning 
difficulties.
5 4 3 2 1
My needs 
should be 
determined 
before a 
program is 
designed.
5 4 3 2 1
1 think teaching 
grammar 
should be 
abandoned.
5 4 3 2 1
1 should learn 
English to be 
able to express 
myself in the 
way 1 want.
5 4 3 2 1
In class we do 
group work 
activities.
5 4 3 2 1
1 should be 
trained in 
learning how to 
learn.
5 4 3 2 1
1 am aware of 
my learning 
style.
5 4 3 2 1
My teachers in 
the department 
ask me how 1 
feel about my 
learning.
5 4 3 2 1
“Learner” is the 
most important 
aspect of an 
education 
system.
5 4 3 2 1
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS
Dear Colleagues,
I am doing my MA In the MA-TEFL program at Bilkent University.
I am doing a research project on the present curriculum in the 
Department of English Language Teaching at Mustafa Kemal 
University and I am interested in your opinions about the present 
curriculum. Your responses, which will be kept confidential, will help 
me a great deal with my research. You do not have to give your name 
and no one will know your specific answers to these questions. I would 
be very grateful if you could take a few moments to complete the 
questions below.
Thank you,
Meral Adli Esmerligil
A) Fill in the blanks with relevant information.
Gender------------------------
Age---------
Teaching experience years
B) Circle the answer that applies to you most.
1- Will your students study or have they studied grammar for three 
years?
YES NO
2- Is the instruction in your department in Turkish?
YES SOMETIMES NO
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3- Do your students make errors while they are learning English?
YES SOMETIMES NO
4- lf your answer to Question 3 Is YES and/or SOMETIMES, do you 
deduct marks for the errors your students make while you are 
evaluating their performance In
a) grammar YES SOMETIMES NO
b) speaking YES SOMETIMES NO
c) writing YES SOMETIMES NO
d) reading YES SOMETIMES NO
e) vocabulary YES SOMETIMES NO
5- Do you believe that the level of your students’ English is dependent 
on the level of their mother tongue?
YES SOMETIMES NO
6- Do you consider your students not only as people with cognitive 
abilities but also as people with feelings?
YES SOMETIMES NO
7- Would you like to find out how much your students English is 
improving by seeing if they can use the language they have learned in 
real-life situations?
YES SOMETIMES NO
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8- Whlch of the following do you think, is the most important? (please 
tick one)
a) the needs that are felt by the students---------------------
b) the needs that reflect students’ needs but are felt by teachers
and/or administrators---------------------------
c) the needs that are determined by administrators-----------------------
d) other (please specify)------------------------------
9- Which of the following ways of designing a curriculum would be the 
most appropriate? (please tick one)
a) a curriculum which is designed by (a) teacher(s) who is/are
working in your department------------------------ —
b) a curriculum which is designed by experts from outside your
university, such as people working for YOK, or for Ministry of 
Education.----------------------
c) a curriculum which is designed by a teacher in collaboration
with an expert--------------------------------------
d) other (please specify)---------------------------------—
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Part C: Circle the number that most closely corresponds to your 
opinion about the given statements.
Strongly agree :5
Agree :4
Uncertain :3
Disagree :2
Strongly disagree :1
Strongly
Agree
Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly
Disagree
My students 
learn grammar 
by
memorization.
5 4 3 2 1
My students 
translate 
texts into and 
out of English.
5 4 3 2 1
I follow the 
course book 
while I am 
teaching 
English.
5 4 3 2 1
I think the tests 
I give assess 
exactly what my 
students can or 
can not do in 
English.
5 4 3 2 1
I teach simple 
grammar items 
before I teach 
complex ones.
5 4 3 2 1
I am the 
authority in the 
classroom.
5 4 3 2 1
I think classes 
should be 
directed by 
teachers.
5 4 3 2 1
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1 think 1 should 
spend extra 
time helping 
students who 
have learning 
difficulties.
5 4 3 2 1
My students’ 
needs should 
be determined 
before a 
program is 
designed.
5 4 3 2 1
1 think teaching 
grammar 
should be 
abandoned.
5 4 3 2 1
English should 
be learnt only 
for
communication.
5 4 3 2 1
In class 1 like 
my students to 
learn in groups.
5 4 3 2 1
1 should train 
my students in 
learning how to 
learn.
5 4 3 2 1
My students are 
aware of their 
learning styles.
5 4 3 2 1
1 ask my 
students how 
they feel about 
their learning.
5 4 3 2 1
“Learner” is the 
most important 
aspect of an 
education 
system.
5 4 3 2 1
70
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR STUDENTS
T : You know that I have been doing my MA in the MA-TEFL 
program at Bilkent University for seven months. The focus of my thesis 
is the present curriculum in the Department of English Language 
Teaching At Mustafa Kemal University. I’d like you to concentrate 
mainly on six different aspects of the present curriculum, namely, 
grammar, error correction, assessment, determining needs, 
curriculum designers and course books.
As far as grammar is concerned, I want to start with our 
department’s attitude towards grammar.
1- ls the emphasis in your department on the form or use of 
English? In other words, do you learn English only for communication 
or do you concentrate on grammatical structures?
2- Do you think that grammar should be taught in our 
department?
3- While learning grammar everybody has a different technique, 
such as memorization, practicing, translation, etc. Is memorization a 
technique that you employ?
4- ls translation into Turkish a technique that you employ?
5- Do your teachers translate grammatical statements in English 
into Turkish to make you understand them better? How often?
6- Do you learn simple grammar items before the complex ones?
For example do you learn the Present Progressive Tense before
the Present Perfect Tense?
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We all know that everybody makes errors while learning English. 
I want you to tell me whether your teachers correct the errors 
you make. If yes,
1- Do they correct them on the spot, that is, immediately?
2- Do they correct them later, while reviewing the material?
3- Do your friends sometimes correct your errors?
4- Do they take off marks for the errors you’ve made while they 
are evaluating you?
Now, I’d like you to talk about the tests given by your teachers.
1-Do they show exactly what you can or can not do in English?
I want to know whether the present program reflects your 
needs. If no,
1- Do you think that your needs should be taken into 
consideration before a program is designed?
2- Which of the following needs, do you think, is more important?
a) the needs that are felt by you.
b) your own needs that are felt by your teachers and/or 
administrators.
c) needs that are determined by your administrators.
Now, I’d like you to talk about your feelings about the course
books that you follow.
1- Do your teachers generally follow course books?
2- If yes, do they follow them unit by unit?
3- Do they prepare their own materials? How often?
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There are several ways of designing a curriculum. It can be 
designed by one of your teachers. Or it can be designed by experts 
outside your university, such as people working for YOK, Ministry of 
Education, etc. Or it can be designed by a teacher in your department 
in collaboration with an expert outside your university. Which way is 
better? WhyA^hy not?
Finally, I’d like you to tell me whether you think that you should 
be trained in learning how to learn and whether you think that you 
must be able to use the language you have learnt in real-life situations.
Any final comments?
Thank you for your help.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR TEACHERS
T : You know that I have been doing my MA in the MA-TEFL 
program at Bilkent University for seven months. As for my thesis, I’ve 
concentrated on the present curriculum in the Department of English 
Language Teaching At Mustafa Kemal University. I’d like you to 
concentrate mainly on six different aspects of the present curriculum, 
namely, grammar, error correction, assessment, determining needs, 
curriculum designers, and course books.
As far as grammar is concerned, I want to start with our 
department’s attitude towards grammar.
1- Is the emphasis in our department on the form or use of 
English? in other words, do you teach English only for communicative 
purposes or do you concentrate on the language analysis?
2- How much grammar, do you think, you should teach?
3- Now I’d like to talk about techniques employed to learn 
grammar, such as memorization, practicing, translation, etc. I want to 
talk about two of these techniques : Memorization and translation. Are 
these techniques employed by your students?
4~  Do you translate grammatical statements in English into 
Turkish to make your students understand them better? How often?
5- Do you teach simple grammar items before the complex 
ones? For example do you teach the Present Progressive Tense 
before the Present Perfect Tense?
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We all know that everybody makes errors while learning English. I 
want you to tell me whether you correct the errors your students 
make. If yes,
1- Do you correct them on the spot?
2- Do you correct them later, while reviewing the material?
3- Do other students sometimes correct the errors made?
4- Do you deduct marks for the errors your students have made 
while you are evaluating them?
Now, I’d like you to talk about the tests you give.
1- Do they show exactly what your students can or can not do in 
English?
As far as determining needs is concerned, I want to know 
whether the present program reflects your students’ needs. If no,
1- Do you think that your students’ needs should be taken into 
consideration before a program is designed?
2- Which of the following needs, do you think, is more important?
a) the needs that are felt by your students.
b) your students’ own needs that are felt by you and/or 
administrators.
c) needs that are determined by your administrators.
Now, I’d like you to talk about your feelings about the course
books that you follow.
1 .Do you generally follow course books?
2.lf yes, do they follow them unit by unit?
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3. Do they prepare your own materials? How often?
4. D0 you course books you are following proceed from simple 
items to complex ones?
There are several ways of designing a curriculum. It can be 
designed by one of your colleagues. Or it can be designed by experts 
outside a university, such as people working for YOK, Ministry of 
Education, etc. Or it can be designed by a colleague in your 
department in collaboration with an expert outside your university. 
Which way is better? WhyA/Vhy not?
Finally, I’d like you to tell me whether you think that your 
students should be trained in learning how to learn and whether you 
think that they must be able to use the language you have learnt in 
real-life situations.
Any final comments?
Thank you for your help.
